Due to the unique business, legal, and cultural environments of transition economies, that is countries that have recently moved or are in the process of moving from a centrally planned economy to a market-driven system, research findings from developed economies do not always apply and different approaches are needed. In this study, we review and analyze 84 papers on enterprise systems in transition economies published in the years [2004][2005][2006][2007][2008][2009][2010][2011][2012][2013][2014][2015][2016]. Based on the analysis of themes and issues investigated, reported results, and trends, we identify gaps in the existing literature leading to multiple promising directions for future research. Furthermore, based on our interpretation of the findings and an existing general framework for information and communication technology supported socioeconomic development, we provide a more specific, conceptual framework that integrates enterprise systems with socioeconomic development.
Introduction
The term transition economy refers to a country (or economic market place) that is in the process of moving or has recently moved from a centrally planned economic system to a market-driven system (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2008 , 2015 . This includes the countries that resulted from the dissolution of the Soviet Union as well as the other countries of the former Eastern (or Soviet) Bloc. Also, the successor countries of the former Yugoslavia are included in this categorization, as Yugoslavia, though politically neutral during the cold war, had retained a communist political and centrally planned economic system. Furthermore, Albania, which had aligned itself with communist China after the Chinese-Soviet split in 1960, is considered a transition economy. Also included under the term transition economies are the People's Republic of China and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, which still retain communist political systems, but are gradually liberalizing regulations and allowing for increased private sector business activities (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2011a) .
Though sometimes the terms transition economy, emerging economy, and developing country are used interchangeably, there are particular characteristics that distinguish transition economies from other emerging or developing countries, as the long history of central planning has had an extensive impact on the business and organizational culture in transition economies (Piotrowicz, 2009 ). This business and organizational culture has also strongly influenced the acceptance and management of information and communication technology (ICT) in transition economies (see, for example, Bernroider, Sudzina, & Pucihar 2011; Roztocki & Weistroffer 2011a; Soja 2011) . The models and theories developed in and for Western countries may be of limited use in transition economies (Hoskisson, Eden, Lau, & Wright, 2000) and the economic gap still exists (Kowal & Roztocki, 2013 , 2015b . Thus, it is important to look at research on enterprise systems (ES) specifically in transition economies, separately from research on ES in highly developed countries.
ES are large and complex application software packages designed to support all functional areas of an enterprise. ES provide for seamless integration of all organizational data flows, such as financial and accounting data, human resource data, manufacturing data, customer services data, etc. ES include ERP (enterprise resource planning), as well as CRM (customer relationship management) and SCM (supply chain management) systems, though some authors use the terms ERP and ES interchangeably. ES may bring great benefits to an organization in reducing transaction costs, increasing productivity, and providing improved customer satisfaction (e.g. Chou & Chang, 2008) . However, implementing ES also comes with great risks, as it puts enormous strains on business resources and often requires substantial reengineering of business processes (Subramoniam, Tounsi, & Krishnankutty, 2009) .
Literature reviews help advance knowledge in a specific field of interest by highlighting gaps and raising questions that call for further investigation (Webster & Watson, 2002) . Thus, the motivation for our study is to help identify and assess previously published work on ES in transition economies, and to point out important and promising future research opportunities. The research questions we ask are:
1. What are the observable themes and trends in published studies on ES in transition economies? 2. What needs and opportunities exist for further research?
Moreover, to provide a robust theoretical foundation able to inspire other scholars in the field, we construct a conceptual framework integrating ES and socioeconomic development. Conceptual frameworks are useful to identify conceptions within a specific domain and to organize ideas and show relationships (Jabareen, 2009 ). As such, they can provide structure and guidance to researchers in that domain.
The remainder of our paper is structured as follows. After a brief discussion about the background of the study, we introduce our research methodology and the analytical approach used to assess our findings. Presentation of the results is followed by a discussion of major observations and findings, as well as future research opportunities. Based on the published framework by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2016) , we then introduce a more specific conceptual framework that integrates enterprise systems with socioeconomic development. The paper concludes with summarizing the contributions and pointing out the limitations of our study.
Background
There have been several published literature reviews on ES (or somewhat more narrowly on ERP), but none that specifically focused on ES or ERP in transition economies. Perhaps the oldest literature review on ERP was by Esteves and Pastor (2001) , who reviewed 189 conference and journal papers from the years 1997 through 2000. They observed that in that time period most researchers were focusing on ERP systems implementation and mostly on ERP delivered by SAP. In a later study, Shehab, Sharp, Supramaniam, and Spedding (2004) reviewed 76 publications (5 books, 8 conference proceedings, and 63 journal papers) from 1990 through 2003 and, based on their observations, they recommended that newer techniques, such as product costing, should be included in ERP packages. Moller et al. (2005) in a working paper identified the most productive ERP researchers at the time and performed a keyword analysis. The results from their key word analysis confirmed the observation of Esteves and Pastor (2001) that much research focuses on ERP implementation. Botta-Genoulaz, Millet, and Grabot (2005) , in a survey of literature on ERP systems, identified 250 articles from 1996 through 2004, of which they analyzed 80 articles indepth. They found that before the year 2000 most researchers behaved more like observers reporting on case studies and focusing on success or failure of an ERP system. But from 2000 on, researchers took on more active behaviors, providing advice and specific suggestions to the profession. They classified the ERP literature into six main categories: implementation of ERP, optimization of ERP, management through ERP, ERP software, ERP for supply chain management, and case studies. Moon (2007) reviewed 313 papers from 79 journals covering the period January 2000 to May 2006 and categorized the reviewed research into 6 themes: ERP implementation, ERP use, extensions of ERP, value creation of ERP, trends in ERP systems, and education on ERP. The study further recommends a large scale, simultaneous survey across various countries to gain more insights.
Esteves and Bohorquez (2007) In addition to these literature reviews that examined general ERP research, there have been some literature reviews that focused on more specific aspects. For example, Grabski, Leech, and Schmidt (2011) investigated accounting-related themes in ERP research and concluded that ERP research needs to be better grounded theoretically and that new theories need to be developed. In a similar vein, Aloini, Dulmin, and Mininno (2007) reviewed 75 papers investigating risk factors in the ERP life cycle.
While these reviews contribute to a better understanding of current trends and themes in ES or ERP research in general, they do not address the specific circumstances and characteristics of transition economies and of information technology (IT), and specifically ES, in transition economies. As Soja and Cunha (2015) point out, IT-related considerations specific to transition economies cover many facets of IT, such as business, technical, social, political, cultural, economical, and legal issues.
Under communism, there was an absence of a profit-driven business culture (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2011a) . Now, during the transition, a new entrepreneurial-minded management generation is emerging, but a cultural divide still exists between young, independent-minded managers, and some of the older generation, used to being micromanaged and reluctant to take initiatives. Also, during the cold war, communist countries were widely isolated from western technology transfer, and IT was used more for operational purposes, rather than for innovation. Early on in the transition, there was great enthusiasm for adoption of new technologies, but these frequently failed to meet the often unrealistic expectations. Later in the transition, companies became more cautious investing in IT, though they still tried to copy western solutions and business models. Now, more than 20 years into the transition, they largely recognize the need for new approaches in the use of IT to support new business models, which may be different from those established in the highly developed countries (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2011b) .
Research on IT specific to transition economies, though still limited, is now greatly increasing. While much of the research dealing with IT in transition economies and published in high-impact international journals is authored or co-authored by researchers based in developed countries, more and more academics in transition economies now are faced with pressure to publish in top quality international journals.
Methodology
To identify relevant articles for our review, we searched library databases using keywords such as enterprise system, ERP, and transition economy, as well as specific country names (e.g. Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, etc.). We also checked the reference sections of already identified papers for additional sources. To be included in our review, the article had to be published in an academic journal and clearly indicate the place of data collection or focus of investigation. We made no attempt to exclude journals that might be considered less selective, though in Table 2 , where we list all included journals, we indicate which of these journals are indexed by Scopus or Web of Science (WoS), viewed by some researchers as an indication of selectivity and quality. We only included articles that reported on ES in double or triple transition economies (see Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2015) , that is, countries that have undergone political as well as economic transition, thus excluding China and Vietnam, which, though also considered transition economies, still have communist political systems. The political systems in China and Vietnam put these countries into a category of there own, with its own business and economic characteristics and challenges, thus research pertaining to these countries may be better considered separately. Using our criteria, we ended up with a sample of 84 papers spanning the years 2004 through 2016 (see Table 1 ).
As can be seen from Table 1 , the first paper we identified dealing with ES in a transition economy is from 2004. Comparing this to the review of Botta-Genoulaz et al. (2005) who went back as far as 1996, we see that there was a substantial lag for research on ES specifically in transition economies to become prevalent. Table 2 shows the included articles by journal. As can be seen in Table 2 , only 11 out of 60 journals published more than 1 paper from our sample, and only 4 journals published 3 or more papers: Informatica Economica (7 papers), Information Systems Management (7), Enterprise Information Systems (5), and Industrial Management & Data Systems (3).
In conducting our review, we followed the approach shown in Figure 1 , adapted from Roztocki and Weistroffer (2015) . Thus, we categorized the papers by research focus, research approach, and theoretical foundations. Research focus includes the specific topic of the investigation, the country in which the investigation was conducted, the specific ES issue that it refers to, and the lifecycle phase it addresses. For research approach, we looked at the source of the data used and the unit of analysis, e.g. country, organization, or individual. Theoretical foundation includes specific theories or frameworks that were applied in a study.
Summarization and categorization of reviewed papers

Research focus
In the first step of our investigation, for each of the 84 papers, we identified the specific topic area of the paper and the country in which the particular study was conducted.
Next, we categorized each paper according to the ES issue addressed by the paper using an adaption (Table 3 ) of the taxonomy developed by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2009) .
To be included under the ES diffusion category, the paper should address the spread of ES solutions in a given market. Topics may include distribution of ES, adoption rates and the factors that may affect them, and market shares of ES providers.
Strategy categorized studies deal with how an ES implementation aligns with or supports organizational strategy. Possible topics may include motivations for adopting an ES solution, investigations of how an ES can help long-term with expanding the customer base, or moving to new products lines and new markets.
Studies categorized under design deal with the process of conceiving or configuring an ES to meet the identified organizational requirements.
Implementation papers deal with adoption and deployment of ES. Papers in this category describe the implementation process, discuss challenges during and immediately after implementation, and deal with customization issues of off-the-shelf solutions. Common topics include the identification of critical success factors, inhibitors, and catalysts. Management papers consider topics related to the operation and supervision of existing ES, including the administration and maintenance of software, hardware, data, people, and communications networks. Possible topics also include staffing, access controls, and data security related to ES.
Impact papers examine how ES affect individuals, the organization, the economy, and society. Possible topics may include the effects of ES implementation on business performance and user satisfaction.
Economics papers deal with the costs and benefits of designing, implementing, and operating ES.
Education papers examine and discuss the design and administration of ES user training and support. Possible topics include the design of help materials and the planning and operation of training courses.
In many cases, assigning a particular paper to an ES issue category is a challenging task, as the paper may be of a more general nature, only tangentially addressing any of these issues, or the paper may deal with multiple issues in overlapping categories. Nevertheless, we believe that this categorization is useful and we made a best effort to categorize the papers this way.
To categorize the papers by project phase, we use the expanded seven-stage lifecycle from Cooper and Zmud (1990) and Themistocleous, Soja, and Cunha (2011) , as depicted in Table 4 . Table 5 lists all 84 papers in our sample with corresponding topic of investigation, country of study, ES issue, and the most examined lifecycle phase.
As can be seen from Table 5 , and as summarized in Table 6 , the published research appears to be conducted in only a small set of countries, mostly now members of the European Union (EU). Only 14 papers report on research conducted outside of the EU, 5 in Russia, 4 in Serbia, 2 in Albania, and 1 each in Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Kazakhstan. Almost half of the papers report on research in Poland and Romania. In all, 16 different transition economies are investigated. A few papers do comparisons to other than transition economies, viz. Austria, Turkey, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Greece, Portugal, and the UK. As observed also by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2015), there are relatively few authors that account for most of the published articles, and these authors generally conduct their research in their home country, which may explain the relatively large number of papers from only a few specific countries.
Research approach
For research approach we examined the papers in our sample as to the research method and the unit of investigation, as shown in Table 7 .
The very large majority (61) of studies were conducted at the organizational level, with only 14 studies at the project level. Just 7 papers focused on the country, and 2 studies on individuals. Surveys were the most widely used approach to data collection, followed by case studies and interviews. Only three studies used secondary data. It should also be noted that 14 papers appeared not to include any new data analysis but rather reported on syntheses of already published results or represented the authors' positions on specific topics.
Theoretical foundation
As to theoretical foundation, we checked the papers for any explaining theory or models that were used as a foundation of the analysis conducted or for explanation of results. Only 5 papers out of our sample of 84 used an explaining theory or tested a model, as shown in Table 8 . This confirms findings by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2015) that few information systems studies conducted in or on transition economies make use of recognized theories.
Observations and findings
Authorship
A total of 130 authors contributed to the 84 papers in our review, of which only 21 contributed to more than 1 paper. Twelve authors contributed to 3 or more papers, with 2 authors contributing to 6 papers each and one author contributing to 15 papers, which explains in Table 4 . Enterprise System Lifecycle (Adapted from Cooper and Zmud (1990) and Themistocleous et al. (2011) part why a few countries were the focus of relatively many studies. Thirty-one papers are single-authored, 24 papers have 2 authors, 17 papers have 3 authors, 9 papers have 4 authors, 2 papers have 5 authors, and 1 paper has 6 authors, Thus the average number of authors per paper is 2.2, while the median is 2 authors. The 12 authors who contributed to at least 3 papers are listed with their affiliation and country in Table 9 . Out of the 12 most productive authors only 3, viz. Ifinedo, Nahar, and Sudzina, are affiliated with institutions in developed countries. With the exception of Canada, all of the countries listed in Table 9 are part of the European Union. Table 10 shows the numbers of papers with authors from transition economies versus developed economies, and also shows how many of these papers are in journals indexed by Scopus and by WoS.
We observe that the authors of the vast majority of papers are affiliated with institutions in transition economies and they published their papers mostly in co-authorship with colleagues also from transition economies, mostly from the same country and often from the same institution. However, only roughly 36% of the papers authored by transition economy affiliated researchers are in journals indexed by Scopus or WoS (approximately 24% are in journals indexed also by WoS). Of the papers authored by developed economy affiliated researchers, 70% are in journals indexed by Scopus (20% are in journals also indexed by WoS). Of the five papers authored by researchers affiliated with institutions in transition as well as in developed economies, all are in journals indexed by both Scopus and WoS. Thus, it appears that papers authored by researchers affiliated in transition economies only are more often published in journals not indexed by Scopus or WoS, which may be an indication of lower quality or less widely distributed readership.
The analysis of papers by author affiliation indicates some opportunity with respect to collaboration between authors from transition and developed economies, as work by teams composed of researchers from both transition and developed economies seem to be more likely to be published in Scopus or WoS indexed journals. 
Interesting issues and specific findings
A general observation is that most of the reported research was conducted in the context of a double transition economy, or involved a comparison between a transition economy and a Western country. Strategy seems to be the issue of greatest interest, followed by impact and diffusion. Furthermore, though this is not captured in the summary tables above, there seems to be a lack of actionable research. Most of the papers make little or no suggestions on how the findings may be applied in practice to better performance or further development. Some obvious gaps in the existing research also include geographic breadth. Although our keyword search included the names of all countries we classified as double or triple transition economies, we were able to find research from only 16 (about half of the double or triple transition economies, most of them new members of the European Union). Another gap is research on country level as well as research looking at individuals, as most published studies have focused on organizations or projects. A third gap is the lack of theory development as well as use of theories to explain observed phenomena.
The following paragraphs elaborate on some specific findings gleaned from the reviewed papers.
Immaturity of ES market
Specific findings reported in the reviewed literature include, not surprisingly, that the ES market, though growing, is less mature in some transition economies than in developed economies (Mihai, 2015; Rizescu, 2008 (2014) found that companies with foreign capital seem to prefer foreign system solutions. Hwang and Park (2014) observed evolving market maturity in Kazakhstan in that companies are now increasingly considering quality criteria rather than focusing on cost only.
ES as change leveraging agent
Albu, Albu, Dumitru, and Dumitru (2015) report that ES in transition economies often serves as an organizational control mechanism and change leveraging agent. Dumitru, Albu, Albu, and Dumitru (2013) suggest that organizations and systems evolve toward organizational fit, leading to improved organizational performance, and that ES might be the central alignment mechanism when supported by top management. However, according to Soja and Weistroffer (2016) , a primary motivator for ES adoption in transition economies is improvement in operational activities, whereas business transformation and improvement in organizational performance is the predominant expectation in developed economies.
Challenges for ES adoption
According to Bernroider et al. (2011) , ES adoption faces greater challenges in transition economies than in developed economies. ES adoption in transition economies expects higher levels of external support and exhibits weaker performance. Phased implementation strategies are more likely to be used in transition economies, rather than bigbang strategy more typical for developed economies. Findik, Kusakci, Findik, and Kusakci (2012) , comparing Turkey, a relatively developed economy, with Bosnia, a transition economy, found that there was a lack of experience dealing with delays and requirement issues in Bosnia. Soja (2008) reports that the main difficulties in ES implementation in transition economies are related to human resources and costs. But people-related considerations are shifting from knowledge and skills issues to trust and mutual relationship concerns (Soja & Paliwoda-Pekosz, 2013a) . Good cooperation between adopter and provider seems vital for successful implementation in transition economies (Baci, Martini, & Zoto, 2011; Lech, 2012; Sodomka, Klcova, & Kriz, 2012; Soja, 2006) .
Critical success factors for ES adoption
Soja (2006) illustrated that adopters and providers in transition economies may perceive critical success factors for ES implementation differently, and that the influence of factors depends on project type and company size. However, Pabedinskaite (2010) suggests that ES considerations are similarly evaluated by adopters and providers. Some reported findings seem contradictory or inconclusive. Ifinedo and Nahar (2006a, 2006b) found no significant differences in perception of ES success between transition economies and developed countries, while Lech (2013b) suggest that practitioners in transition economies (viz. Poland) might have a more flexible understanding of ES adoption success.
Resistance to change Gajic, Stankovski, Ostojic, Tesic, and Miladinovic (2014) identified user resistance to changes as a main difficulty in ES implementation. Krotov, Boukhonine, and Blake (2011) state that management resistance to change, power games, and inadequate communication infrastructure may cause ES implementation to fail in transition economies. Simunovic, Simunovic, Havrlisan, Pezer, and Svalina (2013) also found resistance to change as a main contributor to slow ES adoption in transition economies. Other identified problems include lack of attention and lack of employee motivation. Soja (2016) found that employee attitudes and characteristics, and team morale and motivation are more significant impediments in transition economies than in developed economies.
Inadequate post-implementation reviews According to Scorta (2007) , post-implementation reviews seem to be not well understood in transition economies. Lech (2013b) points out that a lack of emphasis on postimplementation review is typical for transition economies. Themistocleous et al. (2011) state that ES adopters in transition economies put less emphasis on the post-implementation period and expect greater support from the system provider, as different rules of collaboration between ES adopters and providers may exist, due to the changing business environment in transition economies. Soja, Themistocleous, Cunha, and Mira da Silva (2015) contend that the weight placed on the post-implementation review grows along with the level of country development.
Future research opportunities
Author suggestions for future research
To further identify opportunities for future research, we looked at the specific recommendations given by the various authors in their papers. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 11 . The first column gives our recommendations for areas for future research based on authors' suggestions. The second column illustrates specific topics within the discovered areas for future research, with the specific studies suggesting these topics listed in the third column. Interestingly, more than a half of the examined papers (43 out of 84 papers) did not make any suggestions for future research areas.
Promising future research directions
It should be noted that, as is common with the discussion of future research in scientific papers, the indicated avenues for future research listed in Table 11 may represent specific plans of the authors for their own future investigations at the time of publication, and some of these issues may have since been further investigated by these authors or other researchers. Nevertheless, it may be of interest to look at what areas and issues were suggested for more research most often, as these likely reflect important viewpoints of experts with insight into specificity of ES markets in transition economies. It should be emphasized though that in determining promising directions for future research we also relied on our own analysis of the papers in our sample with respect to specific findings, observed themes, and topics covered. Having access to the global pool of papers helped us in identifying ambiguous results across studies, research sample limitations, under-investigated areas and research settings, and poorly understood phenomena. These allowed us to formulate interesting and promising topics for future research (e.g. Eagly & Wood, 1994) described in the following paragraphs.
Sample extension and study replication
At the top of the author-suggested directions for future research seems to be the extension of the research sample with an emphasis on incorporating a multiple stakeholder perspective. This topic is also related to the fourth author-suggested issue in Table 11 , viz. geographic expansion, i.e. replicating some of the previous studies in other countries, as currently published studies were conducted in the context of only a limited number of transition economies. In our opinion, extending samples and replicating previous studies in other settings are very important and needed research avenues in light of sparse and fragmented IT-related research in transition economies (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2011a) . Moreover, an examination of Table 7 suggests that the vast majority of the published studies have been conducted at the project or organization level. Thus, extending the scope of investigation to the individual and country level appears to also offer very promising research opportunities.
ES success factors
Another important and promising area for further studies, mentioned second most often by authors, is related to ES success. Interesting topics here are determining success measures and working out factors impacting ES success. The latter include the role of various stakeholders, both internal and external, such as suppliers and business partners.
Other potentially significant issues related to this area include IT outsourcing and strategies for benefit realization. In general, understanding of ES success in transition economies appears unclear and the findings reported in our sample papers seem inconclusive. In particular, some studies claim that there are no major differences in perception of ES success between transition economies and developed countries (Ifinedo & Nahar, 2006a , 2006b , while others suggest that practitioners in transition economies (e.g. Poland) might be more flexible in their understanding of ES adoption success (Lech, 2013b) . The significance of this research direction is also related to the findings mentioned earlier that ES adoption faces greater challenges in transition economies than in developed economies (Bernroider et al., 2011) . ES success related research is closely tied to another author suggested future research focus, viz. causal relationship among factors impacting ES adoption.
Role of company ownership
A further interesting focus for more research, indirectly implied by some of the authors and by some of the reported findings, is the effect of company ownership on best practices (Edelhauser & Ghicajanu, 2010) as well as on the ES market. This may involve investigating the role of company ownership (e.g. multinational vs. domestic companies, private vs. public institutions) in ES adoption, as some studies suggest that structure of ownership is an influential factor for many organizational initiatives (Gabryelczyk, Jurczuk, & Roztocki, 2016) . A study by Frydman, Gray, Hessel, and Rapaczynski (1999) examined over 200 privatized companies in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland and discovered that the type of owners to whom state firms are transferred affects their future business performance. Some reported findings in our sample papers indicate that companies with foreign capital prefer foreign system solutions (Shkurti (Perri) et al., 2014), which suggests the role of foreign capital in transition economies as a research topic. Other issues worthy of investigation include the comparison of multinational companies with domestic enterprises (Zarzycka, 2012) and the comparison between private and public organizations (Edelhauser & Ghicajanu, 2010) .
Focus on ES life-cycle
An interesting area for future research is the ES lifecycle and investigations of benefits, determinants, and external factors within and across the various phases of the ES lifecycle. This avenue for further research is especially valid in the light of volatility and uncertainty of the business environment in transition economies and of usually long ES projects during which considerations might change (Kozminski, 2008; Themistocleous et al., 2011) . As our earlier reported findings imply, the post-implementation period seems to especially call for further research, as this appears under-investigated and less understood in transition economies (Lech, 2013a; Scorta, 2007; Themistocleous et al., 2011) . Cunha, Soja, Themistocleous, and Mira da Silva (forthcoming) also suggest that greater focus on the post-implementation phases is needed as transition economies seem to lag behind the more developed countries.
External support and provider relationship
The role of external support and services providers during ES implementation in transition economies appears to be another very important and promising topic for future research. The critical role of external support and provider relations in transition economies is emphasized by several prior studies (Baci et al., 2011; Bernroider et al., 2011; Soja, 2010) and mentioned in our report of findings. A good relationship with the provider is needed over the whole system implementation lifecycle including system selection (Sodomka et al., 2012) and other early stages of ES adoption (Lech, 2012) . Themistocleous et al. (2011) suggest that in transition economies different rules of collaboration between ES adopters and providers may exist. Thus we believe that more research is wanted to obtain a better understanding of the role of ES providers in transition economies.
Organizational fit
The analysis of prior studies reported on in the reviewed papers also suggests the need for more research as regards organizational fit of system and implementation approach. This includes products and providers, e.g. global versus domestic providers, and whether national ES solutions might better fit domestic companies (Rizescu, 2008) , especially SMEs (Zach & Munkvold, 2012) . It also includes implementation methodology, e.g. whether an agile approach is a better fit for transition economies (Trabka & Soja, 2014) and whether phased implementation strategies fit better than big-bang strategy (Bernroider et al., 2011) . This issue is also related to adoption motivation, e.g. whether the primary motivator is improvement in operational activities, or rather business transformation and improvement in organizational performance (Soja & Weistroffer, 2016) .
Focus on ES project type
Another author-suggested direction for future research (see Table 11 ) is looking more specifically at different types of ES implementation projects and comparisons with respect to industry, company size, ownership structure, and project scope. This recommendation is in line with contingency theory and the hypothesized role of context (Sousa & Voss, 2008) . Project-intensive industries, such as construction or software development/integration may be particularly worthy of further investigation (Mittner & Buchalcevova, 2014; Tambovcevs & Merkuryev, 2009; Trabka & Soja, 2014) . ES project scope is also important, especially the impact of number and type of ES modules being implemented and of the implementation strategy exercised (Johansson, Sudzina, & Newman, 2011) .
Change management and people-related considerations Change management and people-related considerations are other needed areas for additional research. As stated in our section on findings, Soja (2016) maintains that employee attitudes and characteristics, and team morale and motivation are more significant impediments in transition economies than in developed economies. Other studies also identified user resistance to changes as significant impediments in ES implementation in transition economies (Gajic et al., 2014; Krotov et al., 2011; Simunovic et al., 2013) . However there also seem to be ambiguous findings, as some research suggests that people characteristics do not significantly influence ES usage (Sternad, Gradisar, & Bobek, 2011). Soja and Paliwoda-Pekosz (2013b) suggest that people-related considerations are shifting from knowledge and skills issues to trust and mutual relationship concerns.
Evolution of ES market in transition economies
As reported in our section on findings, the ES market in transition economies, though growing, is less mature than in developed economies (Mihai, 2015; Rizescu, 2008) . A study by Dobija, Klimczak, Roztocki, and Weistroffer (2012) indicates that global ES providers enjoy a clear competitive advantage over local software providers in transition economies. Moreover, local software providers in emerging economies that are members of the EU are subject to EU regulations and face open competition within the EU without local government protection. Therefore, an interesting question arises as to how domestic companies may compete effectively with global players. This domain seems to be under-investigated in prior research and what findings there are seem to be ambivalent (Antipov, Gonyakina, & Ptukhina, 2014; Kataev et al., 2013) . As suggested by some prior research, familiarity with the domestic market and good cooperation between adopter and ES provider might afford a competitive advantage for local providers (e.g. Kataev et al., 2013) . Thus investigating the evolution of the ES market in transition economies, with a special emphasis on the role of EU membership and global and domestic ES providers, is another promising area for further research. Particular research questions may relate to the reasons for growth and competiveness of domestic ES providers (Enachescu, 2014; Kataev et al., 2013; Rizescu, 2008) and opportunities for ES adopters coming from EU membership (Edelhauser & Ionica, 2009 ).
Development of models and theories
One often author-suggested future research direction (see Table 11 ) relates to refining a previously proposed solution or model. One of our own observations in analyzing the papers in our review has been the scarcity of theory development and even the use of established theories to guide research or to interpret findings. Many of the studies reported on in the reviewed papers represent exploratory research, and the proposed models and solutions need validation and refinement. We believe that the authors are aware of these shortcomings and the need for continuance of their work. Figure 2 summarizes and categorizes opportunities for future research that we derived from the analysis of the 84 papers. We classified the identified future research avenues in four categories: Research Methods, Implementation Issues, Strategic Issues, and Theoretical Foundation. For Research Methods we included the ideas described earlier under Sample Extension and Study Replication. Theoretical Foundation includes the ideas described earlier under Development of Models and Theories. All other suggested research opportunities described earlier we classified as either Implementation Issues or Strategic Issues. Implementation issues are related to the adoption, implementation, and deployment of ES and are generally more of an operational or tactical nature. Strategic issues encompass ES market and organizational considerations.
Summarization of opportunities for future studies
There are other potential areas for future research, some of them also suggested by the authors, including benchmarking, best practices and best-of-breed solutions (Rendulic, 2013) , and open-source and cloud-based solutions (Turkes, Raicu, & Vija, 2014) . In addition to the elaborated directions of future research, we believe that the framework for ICT impact on socioeconomic development, proposed recently by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2016) , may provide a roadmap for future research efforts. The following section describes an adaption of this framework specifically to enterprise systems technology.
Conceptual framework for ES supported socioeconomic development in transition economies
Overview Based on the results of our analysis of the 84 papers on enterprise systems in transition economies published in the years 2004-2016, we adapted the framework proposed by Roztocki and Weistroffer (2016) specifically to enterprise systems technology in transition economies. The framework consists of five major blocks or concepts, representing enterprise systems, business activities, socioeconomic development, environment (government policy, business culture, and business environment), and human and social capital, as well as the relationships between these. In the following we describe these five blocks in more detail. Figure 3 depicts the conceptual framework.
Enterprise system
An enterprise system enables business activities, which in turn allow an organization to generate financial means. An ES is a very complex, usually commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) application, introduced into an organization which itself is also a complex system. The system implementation process is usually a lengthy and difficult project that, due to its complexity and perhaps limited knowledge and experience of the adopting organization, has to be supported by external entities, such as the system provider or other third parties. Thus, in the context of our framework, an ES consists of three major components: the actual system (technology), services, and support provided by a system vendor or system provider, and the implementation process or the embedment of the system into the organizational business activities.
The actual system is characterized by its functionality, how well it fits into the organization, and by its customizability. Moreover, system performance is determined by supporting infrastructure and the expertise of the people directly involved in its administration and maintenance.
The effectiveness of the system in an organization is further determined by the quality of the system provider. The provider's experience, the collaboration and support offered by the provider, as well as the permanence and reliability of the provider are influential factors.
How well the system is implemented, or embedded into the organization, determines how effective the system is in enabling business activities and how effective these business activities are in generating financial means. Therefore, the implementation process-related component includes implementation strategy, business process redesign, change management, and various considerations expressed as success and failure factors.
Business activities
Business activities are at the center of the proposed framework. In the context of this framework, a business activity is an endeavor that generates (or helps to generate) financial means. A strong commercial base, manifested by the generation of business activities and services, provides the means for socioeconomic development. A major problem in many transition economies is the lack of a robust, income-generating, commercial base. Furthermore, a large portion of business activities at the country level is conducted by foreign corporations, which further hampers domestic companies in building their commercial base.
As enterprise systems integrate data flow in organizations at the operational, managerial, and executive levels, alignment (or fit) between an ES and organizational processes is especially vital for business activities to be conducted effectively and efficiently. At the executive level, the ES may support long-term strategic decision-making, at the managerial level it may provide data for effective controlling, and at the operational level it will back running the transactions.
Two observations seem characteristic of transition economies in the context of ES supported business activities. First, as many organizations struggle with low productivity, there is a tendency to exert greater control on employees to make them more productive. This might also be related to a low level of trust in relationships in transition economies and the fact that, under communism, systematic monitoring of employees was a natural and integral part of people management. Second, there is often reluctance to make major organizational changes because, in part, many employees in transition economies perceive changes as ways to reduce the workforce. Nevertheless, a shifting emphasis from operational toward strategic issues can be observed in transition economies (Soja & Paliwoda-Pekosz, 2013a).
Socioeconomic development
At the organizational level, socioeconomic development may be assessed by positive changes to factors such as global competitiveness, business opportunities, organizational income, consumer demand, business reputation and brand recognition, business assets, and the quality and size of the workforce (Roztocki & Weistroffer, 2016) . Global competitiveness is the ability of an organization to successfully distribute its products and services in the global market. Business opportunity refers to the potential of doing (additional) business. Organizational income is the cash flow generated by the organizational business activities. Consumer demand is the desire of existing and potential customers to acquire the products and services offered by an organization. Business reputation is the perception which an organization enjoys by various stakeholders, such as employees, business partners, banks, and competitors. Brands are what differentiate an organization's products and services from those of its competitors. Business assets are cash, inventory, equipment, real-estate as well as other financial and non-financial equities.
These socioeconomic development factors are strongly impacted by the extent and quality of business activities. In turn, these socioeconomic development factors strongly influence government policy, business culture, and the general business environment. Furthermore, these factors to a significant extent determine the prevalent human and social capital. Government policy, business culture, and environment Government policies, the prevailing business culture, and the general business environment provide the surroundings for generating business activities. In transition economies, these surroundings have been shaped by the communist past. So-called generalized uncertainty (Kozminski, 2008 ) is a product of the extensive, lengthy, and still ongoing transition process, and is affecting the business culture, characterized by low mutual trust and limited transparency.
Many transition economies lack strong institutions that are able to advance local business, and legislation in transition economies is subject of frequent and sometimes unpredictable changes, encouraging a business culture that follows short-term oriented strategies. The business environment in transition economies is also characterized by usually immature infrastructure, limited domestic capital, and a dominance of global capital and financing.
Human and social capital
Frequently, human resources are considered the most valuable resources of an organization. The value of organizational human resources in regard to supporting business activities is determined by the human and social capital. Human capital encompasses the knowledge and skills necessary to generate a specific output (Schultz, 1961) . Unfortunately, in many transition economies the human capital is "fragile" (Kowal & Roztocki, 2015b; Soja & Paliwoda-Pekosz, 2013b , 2015 , is wanting in business knowhow, and is subject to recruitment from more developed economies, resulting in a brain drain (Kowal & Roztocki, 2015a) . Social capital is defined as the value embedded in social relations (Adler & Kwon, 2002) . These social relations enable obtaining of resources, data, and information to achieve goals. The structure, size, and quality of the network, also called topology, determines the value of social capital. Social capital requires trusted relationships and reasonable norms of reciprocity.
In many transition economies, the human and social capital is still partially determined by the communist past and so-called iron curtain that existed then. Behind the iron curtain, organizations were largely limited to collaboration with other socialist countries, and Russian was the primary foreign language taught in schools, rather than English. However, these realities are undergoing significant changes due to openness to the western world, increased trade with western companies, and the continuing transition process.
Our conceptual framework postulates that social and human capital significantly shapes the ES solutions and the ES implementation processes adopted by organizations. This is largely due to the fact that many considerations of ES implementation projects in transition economies are people related, resulting from people's knowledge, skills, and attitudes (Soja, 2016) . Human and social capital shapes the ES technology that is being made available, the providers that offer the technology, as well as the implementation process.
Contribution, limitations, and conclusions
There are two major contributions of the current study. The first main contribution is providing an insight into the ES research landscape in transition economies, i.e. countries being in transition from centrally planned economy to market economy. This study helps to raise the understanding of ES considerations in transition economies by analyzing the available scholarly work with respect to the areas investigated and the type of research conducted, synthesizing significant findings, and identifying important avenues for future research. We especially believe that exposing promising research opportunities will help guide future ES research projects and contribute to economic and social progress in transition economies.
Based on our assessment of the literature, there appears to be a need for more actionable findings that provide practical guidance to business managers, executives, politicians, and other decision-makers. Future research work in transition economies should employ a more rigorous approach than we found in many of the reviewed studies and focus more on theory development pertinent to transition economies. A more rigorous and systematic approach should help create high-value research findings that address real-word issues faced in these economies (Nunamaker, Twyman, Giboney, & Briggs, 2017) , and tie scholarly output to socioeconomic development.
The second main contribution is the proposed conceptual framework for ES in transition economies. Our five-concept framework may help structure and guide future research efforts regarding ES in transition economies. Researchers may use our framework in pursuing some of the research opportunities discussed in our study. A systematic use of this framework may help researchers in formulating clear and actionable advice to politicians, executives, and other decision-makers. For example, our framework postulates that a strong commercial base lies at the heart of socioeconomic development and requires special attention of policy-makers and business leaders.
The main limitation of our study is the perhaps limited and skewed distribution of published work with respect to the countries and settings investigated and the authors performing the research. In addition, the research rigor of the included studies varies widely, thus perhaps providing a less than accurate picture of the research center of gravity. Moreover, we included only publications in English in our sample and thus may have missed important research works in local languages. A holistic research synthesis incorporating papers published in local languages might be an interesting and challenging future research endeavor.
Another limitation, also associated with the characteristics of the papers in our sample, is that our study is more taxonomy of previous research and not a quantitative meta-analysis. Many of the papers in our review reported on exploratory research or represented opinion or syntheses rather than rigorous empirical research, thus not allowing a quantitative meta-analysis. This difficulty was further compounded by the great variety of issues investigated.
Nevertheless, we strongly believe that our assessment of the research landscape in transition economies makes a useful contribution to the existing body of knowledge, being, to the best of our knowledge, perhaps the first systematic review of ES-related research in transition economies. We showed where and what type of research has been published, identified gaps in what has been done, revealed promising avenues for further research, and proposed a framework for structuring future research endeavors. We hope to encourage more high quality work on ES in the context of transition economies and thereby develop better understanding in this field for research and practice. This should ultimately lead to better decision-making in transition economies and contribute to improved socioeconomic development.
